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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The response received on July 23, 2004 has been placed in the file and was considered by the examiner. An 
action on the merits follows. 

Response to Arguments 

2. The appUcant's arguments, filed on July 23, 2004 , have been fully considered. A response to these 
arguments is provided below. 

Specification Objections 

Summary of Argument: In the previous office action, the specification was objected to because of spelling 
and grammatical errors. Applicant has amaided the specification accordingly, and argues that the previous 
objection should now be withdrawn. 

Examiner 's Response: The amendments to the specification have been received and are greatly 
appreciated. The prior objection is hereby withdrawn. 

Prior Art Rejections 

Summary of Arsument : In the previous office action, claims 1, 2, 5, and 6 were rejeaed under 35 USC § 
102b as being anticipated by Okunoki. Applicant traverses the rejection to independent claims 1 and 5, and argues 
that the Okunoki reference fails to disclose, teach, or suggest that "each element static image information, which 
make up the moving image information of the instant application, when stored in the image information storage 
device, contains has [sic] less information than each of the static image information." (applicant's remarks, pg. 10). 
More specifically, applicant argues that a fi*ame of the moving foreground image would undoubtedly include a 
higho* dmsity of information than each background image (remarks pg. 10) 

Examiner 's Response : Apphcant's argumoits have been fully consida*ed, but are not pffsuasive. Okunoki 
discloses a foreground image and a background image. Apphcant's characterization of the Okunoki background 
image as 'simple background information which consists of a single color, or a simple design' is taken out of 
context. Okunoki discloses a temporary background formed of a single color, which is replaced by a desired 
background picture (Okunoki col. 3 lines 45-47). This desired background picture data is stored in fi-ame buffer 66, 
and consists of RGB data. The foreground data of Okunoki also consists of RGB data. Thus, apphcant's assertion 
that the foreground image contains a hi^er density of information is simply incorrect. The only way that the 
foreground image would contain a higjier daisity of information than the background image is if a) it had a higjia* 
resolution (more dots pa* inch) than the background image or b) if the rgb values of the background image were 
represented by fewer bits than the rgb values of the foreground image. Neitho- of these two conditions, however, 
holds true in the Okunoki disclosure. Referring to part (a), Okunoki discloses vertical and horizontal 
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synchronization between data reading from the frame buffers that hold the moving image and the background image, 
respectively. Furthmnore, the composite image is smt to a monitor for the displaying of the image. So tha*e 
simply can't be a disparity in resolution. Thus, we can conclude that the composite image has a uniform resolution 
throughout. Referring to part (b), Okunoki discloses that the only difference between the foreground image data and 
the background image data is that the foreground image data has a priority bit with a value of T, while the 
background image data has a priority bit with a value of '0', Both foreground and background images are in the 
RGB format. They are stored in separate frame buffers, and the graphics processor establishes vertical and 
horizontal synchronization between the data reading from the two buffers. Thus, we can conclude that each pixel in 
the composite image is defined by the same number of bits. This is conventional in the art and is to be expected. 

In light of the above discussion, the examiner asserts that the applicant's argument that the foreground 
image contains a higher density of information has no basis in fact, and are simply incorrect. As a result, applicant's 
statement that "the fact that the moving image might occupy a smaller area on the display screen does not mean that 
it includes less information than the background image" is incorrect for the same reasons. It follows that the 
background image, which clearly occupies a largo* area than the foreground image, contains more information than 
the foreground image. 

However, even if we ignore the above argumoit and assume, arguendo, that the foreground image does 
have a hi^o* density than the background image, this would not preclude the Okunoki reference from anticipating 
the claims in question. Indeed, the claim does not require that the background image occupy more memory space 
than the foreground image. It simply requires the background image to have a greater amount of image information 
than the foreground image. Therefore, even if we ignored the above argument, Okunoki would still anticipate this 
limitation, because it shows the background occupying a greate- area than the foreground. Without any guidance as 
to what we are supposed to use to quantify the 'amoxmt of image information', it is reasonable to use physical space 
as our barometer. 

In view of the above arguments, we can confidentiy conclude that Okunoki anticipates the claims in 
question, regardless of interpretation. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact temis as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 9 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written 
description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a 
way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was 
filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 
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Both of these claims recite that the static hnage information and the moving image information are 
sequentially displayed. The specification does not contain support for these added limitations. First of all, the 
specification fails to mention anything about sequentially displaying the static and moving images. In fact, the 
words 'sequentiar or 'sequentially' are completely absent &om the specification. Secondly, there are several 
intances in the specification where it is stated that "the static and moving images are displayed as if they were an 
[sic] continual animation". This statement indicates simultaneous display of the moving and static images. Also, a 
statement such as 'the static and moving images ... are displayed as if they were connected' gives the exaa same 
impression. 

Applicant stat^ that Figures 6a-d illustrate an example of this sequential display. These figures are 
described in the apphcant's specification at paragraphs [0082-0084]. The examine has closely read this passage in 
conjunction with the Figures, but is not po-suaded that this provides support the claimed limitation. Figures 6b and 
6c alledgedly show a moving image. But the alledged static images shown in Figures 6a and 6d are included in both 
of the alledged moving images. As a result it appears as if these Figures are merely showing the fi-ames of a moving 
image at different stages in time. It is well known in the art that a moving image consists of a plurality of still 
images. Therefore every moving image has a beginning fi-ame and an ending fi-ame. It appears as if Figure 6a is 
merely showing the first frame of a moving image (which is inherently a still image), Figures 6b and 6c show two 
frames which illustrate that the image is moving, and thai Figure 6d mo-ely shows the last frame of a moving image 
(which is inho-oitly a still image). As a result, the combination of Figures 6a-d and paragraphs [0082-0084] provide 
insufficient support for the claim that static images and moving images are sequentially displayed. The rest of the 
applicant's disclosure appears to provide support for this conclusion. It makes a clear distinction between 'static 
images' and the 'element static images' which form a moving image. Since Figure 6 shows that a moving image 
contains a still image, we can either conclude that a) the still images shown in Figure 6 are the 'element static 
images' which make up a moving image, or b) that the static images and the element static images are one in the 
same. Neither of these conclusions is in accord with the limitations recited in newly added claims 9 and 1 1. 

It does not appear that the disclosure contains proper support for the limitations of newly added claims 9 
and 11. Thus, these claims contain new matto". 



Claim Rejections - 35 use § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the 
rejections undo* this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 
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6. Claims 1, 2, 5 and 6 are rejected undo* 35 U.S.C 102(b) as being anticipated by Okunoki et al. (USPN 
5,808,682). 

With regard to claim 1, which is representative of claim 5, Qiida discloses an image information storing 
device for storing a plurality of static image information and a plurality of moving image information (col 7 line 15 
- col 8 line 24). The combination of the frame buffers 165 and 166 disclosed in Okunoki is analogous to image 
information storing device as recited in the claim in that the frame buffer 165 contains moving image information 
and the frame buffer 166 contains static image information. The moving picture data disclosed in Okunoki is 
analogous to the moving image information recited in the claim. The background picture disclosed in Okunoki is 
analogous to the static image information recited in the claim. 

Okunoki further discloses that the moving picture data comprises frames of data (col 7 lines 15-23), which 
are analogous to the element static image information (or the static image data which form a moving image) as 
recited in the claim. 

Okunoki further discloses that each of the element static image information is smaller than the static image 
information (Figure 8a). The foreground picture 3 1 disclosed in Okunoki is the moving image information and the 
background picture 30 is the static image information. Figure 8a of Okunoki clearly shows the moving image 
information to be smallo- than the static background information. 

Okunoki further discloses an image processing device for reading the static image information and the 
moving image information from the image information storing device to perform image processing and geno-ate 
processing information to be displayed (col 8 lines 6-54 in conjunction with Figure 7). 

With regard to claim 2, which is representative of claim 6, Okunoki furtha- discloses enlarging the element 
static image information (col 9 lines 36-40). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1, The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) ^\4iich forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set 

forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 3 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Okunoki as applied to 
claims 1 and 5 above, and further in view of Okada (5,729,295). The arguments as to the relevance of Okunoki as 
applied in paragraph 3 above are incorporated hQ-ein. 

With regard to claim 3, which is representative of claim 7, Okunoki furtho* discloses enlarging the moving 
image information without enlarging the static information (Okunoki col 9 lines 15-30), but does not expressly 
disclose a device for determining whether the static image information is being read or the moving image 
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information is being read. Okada, however, discloses a device for determining whether or not the image information 
being read is static or moving (Okada col 3 lines 12-19). The background area disclosed in Okada is analogous to 
the static image information as recited in the claim. 

It would have be^ obvious to one reasonably skilled in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Okunoki's image processing apparatus by including a detamining device that determines whethCT or not the image 
information being read is static image information or moving image information as taugjit by Okada. Such a 
modification would have allowed for a system that could differentiate between the two types of image information 
and avoid any misprocessing of the image information. 

9. Claims 4 and 8 are rejected undo- 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatmtable over Okunoki as applied to 
claims 1 and 5 above, and further in view of Takeuchi (USPN 5,990,860). The argumoits as to the relevance of 
Okunoki as applied in paragraph 3 above are incorporated herein. 

With regard to claim 4, which is representative of claim 8, Okunoki fails to expressly disclose that the static 
image corresponding to the static image information is a static image used for selecting functions in an image 
processing apparatus. Takeuchi, however, discloses an image processing apparatus in which still images are used 
for selecting different functions (Takeuchi col 1 1 lines 33-39). It would have been obvious to one reasonably skilled 
in the art at the time of the invention to modify Okunoki's image processing apparatus by including the use of the 
static image information to select image processing functions as taught by Takeuchi. Such a modification would 
have allowed for an interactive multimedia system in >\1iich a still image displayed on a monitor could be used to 
select image processing functions. This would have increased user operability of the system. 
With regard to second limitation of the claim, Takeuchi further recites that the moving image corresponding to the 
moving image information is displayed while one static image corresponding to one static image information is 
being changed to another static image corresponding to anotho' static image information (Takeuchi col 13 line 58 - 
col 14 line 15 in conjunction with Figure 10). The lefl side window shown in Figures lOa-b shows one static image 
corresponding to one static image information being changed to anotha* static image corresponding to another static 
image information. It would have been obvious to one reasonably skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Okunoki's image processing apparatus by including the simultaneous display of the moving image 
information and the changing of the static image information. Such a modification would have allowed for a more 
into'active system in which moving pictures could be displayed while static images changed according to static 
image information. 

10. Claims 9 and 1 1 are rejected undo* 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatoitable over Okunoki as applied to 
claims 1 and 5 above, and furtho" in view of Crosby (USPN 5,223, 493). The argumaits as to the relevance of 
Okunoki as applied above are incorporated herein. 
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Clams 9 nad 1 1 call for the performance of image processing so that the static images and the moving 
images are sequentially displayed. The Okunoki reference fails to e?q)ressly disclose this additional limitation. 
Crosby, however, performs image processing such that the static images and the moving images are sequentially 
displayed (Crosby col. 1 1 lines 26-37). It would have been obvious to one reasonably skilled in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Okunoki's image processing apparatus by performing processing that allows the static 
images and the moving images to be sequentially displayed. Such a modification would have added a different 
element to the system which would have resulted in a more powerful display technique capable of complex imaging 
at visually acceptable display speeds (Crosby col. 2 lines 25-27). 

11. Claims 10 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Okunoki as applied to 
claims 1 and 5 above, and further in view of Chase et al. (USPN 6,529,214). The argumaits as to the relevance of 
Okunoki as applied above are incorporated herein. 

Referring to claims 10 and 12, Okunoki fails to expressly disclose performing image processing so that the 
size of a static image becomes equivalent to the size of a moving image (i.e. 'element static image'). The chase 
reference, however, discloses displaying a graphics image with a background image such that the background 
image is sized to be displayed as the same size as the graphics image (chase col. 2 lines 40-44). The 'sizing' of the 
background image disclosed in chase is a form of image processing. It would have been obvious to one reasonably 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention to modify Okunoki's image processing apparatus by performing 
processing so that the foreground and background images become the same size as taught by chase. Such a 
modification would have allowed for a way of equating the sizes of the two images so that they can be displayed 
togetha- in a given display area (chase col. 2 lines 40-49). 

Conclusion 

12. Applicant's amendmoit necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office action. 
Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the exteision 
of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortmed statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS fi-om the 
mailing date of this action. In the evmt a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final 
action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the oid of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, 
then the shortoied statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1. 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, 
will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be 
directed to Patrick L Edwards whose telephone number is (703) 305-6301. The examiner can normally be reached 
on 8:30am - 5:00pm M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Leo Boudreau 
can be reached on (703) 305-4706. The fax phone number for the organization who-e this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application maybe obtained from the Patent Application hiformation 
Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from eitha* Private PAIR 
or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available throu^ Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the 
Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




